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you have got to take on Wall Street, 
you have got to take on the commodity 
traders. 

And this place just I have seen it in 
the last few weeks, Mr. MEEK, has all of 
a sudden started to crawl with those 
lobbyists that represent the folks that 
are making all this money off of oil 
trading. They are going to try to shut 
this down. They are going to do their 
best to go to their friends here in Con-
gress and in the administration and try 
to shut down our efforts to reform the 
commodity market. 

And this isn’t a simple thing to ex-
plain to our constituents, it is not a 
simple thing for people to explain to 
us. But if you really want to talk about 
what is responsible, what venue can be 
affected immediately in terms of bring-
ing down this price, you have got to go 
after Wall Street, you have got to go 
after the place where we can get the 
most obvious and quickest price relief. 
And it is not going to be easy, because 
those folks there have just as many in-
terests and lobbyists as do the oil com-
panies here. But, Mr. MEEK, we didn’t 
get sent here to represent the lobby-
ists, we didn’t get sent here to rep-
resent the special interests. We took 
over this House, we took control of this 
House because we are supposed to stick 
up for the people who are paying those 
prices. 

And we are all singing the same tune. 
In the long run, we have got to get off 
of oil. We have got to find something 
else to run this country on, Mr. MEEK, 
Mr. ALTMIRE, and Mr. RYAN. But in the 
short run, let’s go to the place where it 
counts and where it can be changed and 
affected the most, and that is the com-
modities market. And I hope that we 
are going to do something here. I hope 
that we are going to get some bipar-
tisan consensus to be able to work on 
that solution in the next few weeks. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. MURPHY, I 
want to thank you for sharing with the 
Members how we can improve and how 
the administration can improve as it 
relates to policing what is going on 
right now. 

We passed legislation putting teeth 
in the Federal Trade Commission to be 
able to go after these price gougers, to 
be able to find out where there is fat 
and waste. This Bush administration 
will not get the award for being able to 
stomp out waste and fat within the 
Federal Government. The executive 
branch means a lot to accountability 
as it relates to what we are trying to 
seek out here in Congress. 

I want to thank you, Mr. MURPHY, 
and I want to thank Mr. ALTMIRE and 
Mr. RYAN for coming down here, this 
30-Something Working Group hour to-
night. 

Madam Speaker, we come to the floor 
to not only bring about bipartisanship, 
but also challenge our colleagues in 
being a part of the solution versus 
standing idly by and holding on to 
party loyalty or whatever the case may 
be. Because we did not talk about the 
kind of changes that you can believe in 

or the kind of change if you give us the 
opportunity, or the Six in ’06 plan on 
behalf of just Democrats, on behalf of 
Independents and Republicans, but on 
behalf of the American and those yet 
unborn. So we are batting pretty good 
as it relates to the accountability of 
what the people want and what is good 
for this country. And I can tell you, 
there is no greater honor, there is no 
greater honor than serving here in this 
Congress and being about the solution. 

We can talk about solution and we 
can take action on solution here. But if 
we have an administration that is 
treating it as though it is the last day 
of school or the last days of school, and 
I don’t necessarily have to respond; we 
have oil companies that have a plate of 
leases that are out like this high and 
putting pressure on the Congress and 
on other entities to say, hey, let’s start 
drilling off the coast of Florida. Well, 
why? Well, we want to bring gas prices 
down. When? Oh, maybe 10 or 15 years. 
But we just want it. We know we have 
thousands and thousands upon thou-
sands of leases that are yet undrilled 
upon, unresearched or what have you, 
but we want more. It sounds like the 
oil companies are saying: We want to 
keep this good thing going for us. 

Well, the American people are now 
asking for a bailout as it relates to the 
price of gas at the pump. I am asking 
the Bush administration and some of 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle to be just as excited about helping 
bail out the American people as though 
they were and have been excited about 
bailing out industry, special interests 
when they get into trouble. Why 
doesn’t somebody save Ms. Johnson or 
Ms. Cravis, or Mr. Jackson who has an 
F–10 pickup truck and running a small 
business. Let’s help them. 

So that is what we are trying to do 
here and that is what we are advo-
cating here on the floor. It is going to 
take more than a willing House and a 
willing Senate to bring about the kind 
of change that will affect the bottom 
line of the American people that are 
facing these prices right now. We need 
the administration to be able to stand 
up on behalf of the American people. 
And, guess what, we can’t wait until 
January for that to happen. 

So we thank you, Madam Speaker. I 
would like to thank the members that 
came down to the floor tonight of the 
30-Something Working Group. It is al-
ways an honor to address the House of 
Representatives. 

We yield back the balance of our 
time. 

f 

HOLDING THE LINE ON DEBT AND 
THE ENERGY CRISIS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, I 
appreciate the privilege to be recog-
nized here on the floor of the House of 
the United States Congress. 

I have sat here through the last hour 
and patiently listened to my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle, and one 
of the things that comes out clearly is 
the tone of the message that they de-
liver. 

I have heard this 30-Something Group 
now, I think I must be into about the 
sixth year of listening to this, and it 
seemed to me that at some point they 
would maybe get over their bitterness 
about President Bush winning an elec-
tion in Florida twice, and all the re-
counts they could come up with still 
came up with the same result and they 
still carry the same resentment that 
the will of the people was reflected. 
And the bitterness that emerges in this 
discussion and the implications that 
come that challenge the motives of the 
President are disturbing to me, and 
particularly their remarks that have to 
do with allegations about: You put two 
Big Oil people in the White House, and 
this is what you get, is high oil prices. 
A lot of us that watch the policy will 
say we know better than that, Madam 
Speaker, and I know better than that 
for a lot of reasons. 

As I look down through this, I am 
going to pick up the oil in just a mo-
ment, but I think where I would like to 
step in here first is to deal with the 
issue of the national debt. Now, some 
of the gentlemen on the other side of 
the aisle were clearly stating that they 
believe that they could have managed 
their way into not eliminating the na-
tional debt alone but providing for a 
surplus. They say: We could have paid 
off all the national debt if you would 
have just allowed us to be in charge. 
We would have made the right deci-
sions. 

So I listened to all that, and I tried 
to put myself, Madam Speaker, in a po-
sition of what it would be like for a 
person in a living room in someplace 
across the United States, or maybe 
someone who just pulled into the motel 
or the hotel and turned on their C– 
SPAN, turned on their television, they 
are surfing through there and came 
across C–SPAN or heard something 
like that, that the folks on that side of 
the aisle, if you would have been in 
charge, you would have paid off the na-
tional debt, which means if it is paid 
off, there must be a surplus. That is by 
simple, easy deduction and because the 
allegation is the folks that were in 
charge were irresponsible, supposedly. 

So I thought, all right, what do I re-
member? What is real? What are some 
of the facts? And I can think in this 
110th Congress, this Pelosi Congress, 
this Congress that is characterized by 
San Francisco values, Massachusetts 
values, and budget mismanagement, 
these are the things that come to mind 
on me. And some of them, it has been 
the Republican minority who has 
fought aggressively to protect the in-
terests of the taxpayers. These are the 
things that I just wrote down off the 
top of my head, and it is by no means 
a complete list. It isn’t even close: 

Republicans held the line and saved 
the taxpayers $40 billion on the State 
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Children’s Health Insurance Program, 
which I support as a State senator, 
which I support at 200 percent of pov-
erty, which today is 200 percent of pov-
erty still providing health insurance 
premiums for those children in families 
of four making in my State over $52,000 
a year. 

Now, we are helping those folks out 
some. They—most might make it on 
their own; in fact, I know some fami-
lies that do make it on their own with-
out tapping into the SCHIP program. 
But this agenda was driven off of this 
floor, Madam Speaker, and pushed by 
NANCY PELOSI, the San Francisco val-
ues, at 400 percent of poverty. That 
bill, that SCHIP bill would have ex-
panded this funding of health insurance 
premium for kids and families in my 
State, of families of four making over 
$103,000 a year. 

Now, who is left to subsidize? If we 
are going to subsidize families that are 
making six figures, $103,000 a year, who 
is going to pay that tax? Well, presum-
ably not anybody that is making less. 
We know that there were 70,000 fami-
lies in America that were paying the 
alternative minimum tax which this 
Congress, this Pelosi-led Congress can’t 
seem to get around to repealing the al-
ternative minimum tax. But 70,000 fam-
ilies in America would have been pay-
ing the alternative minimum tax and 
been receiving a Federal subsidy for 
their health insurance premiums. 

The whole thing of socialized medi-
cine and the Nanny Pelosi State has 
come full circle, and the overlap of 
what subsidized for health insurance 
premiums for families of 200 percent of 
poverty would have gone to 400 per-
cent; and families that were paying the 
rich man’s tax, the alternative min-
imum tax, expands because it is not in-
dexed for inflation. Over into that loop 
were 70,000 families paying the alter-
native minimum tax and getting help 
with health insurance premiums. That 
is bizarre. 

That is what we stopped. We blocked 
the 400 percent of poverty that would 
have funded families of four making 
$103,000 a year with somebody else’s tax 
dollars and created more dependency. 
We blocked their effort to lay the cor-
nerstone of socialized medicine, Hillary 
Care, the care that I called SCHIP, the 
Socialized Clinton Style Hillary Care 
for children and their parents was 
blocked by a Republican majority of 
fiscally responsible people, and we still 
maintained a program at 200 percent of 
poverty to help out those families so 
their children would have health insur-
ance. That is one thing we did, $40 bil-
lion. 

The second thing we did, we fought 
the battle and I think in the end we 
have got a reasonable chance of win-
ning the war, BARNEY FRANK’s $300 bil-
lion bailout of a $150 billion subprime 
problem, the idea that folks could 
come in and borrow up to 100 percent 
to buy a home that they can’t make 
the payments on, just betting on the 
idea that the value of that home would 

appreciate and go up, maybe they could 
roll it into a fancier home in a few 
years and then refinance without any 
of their own equity in the home. That 
was going on in this country, espe-
cially in places on the Left Coast and 
on the East Coast. It wasn’t going on 
nearly as much in the Midwest. 

But there are people all across this 
country that were saving their money, 
that were saving up to the 20 percent 
down or maybe 29 percent down. They 
looked around, and said, well, all right, 
now for 10 or 15 years they put their 
money together and came up with 
$20,000 and decided, ‘‘I want to buy a 
home.’’ And they went out and shopped 
the marketplace and did the respon-
sible thing and laid their $20,000 down 
and moved into a $100,000 home. In a 
lot of parts of the country that is a 
modest home; in my part of the coun-
try, that is a pretty decent home. They 
laid their $20,000 down and they could 
make their payments on the $80,000 
left. 

But now, the Barney Frank subprime 
bailout bill at $300 billion says: Now we 
are going to tax you, the families, the 
middle-income families, especially in 
the modest homes that put their 20 per-
cent down on their modest home, tax 
those people to bail out the folks that 
had nothing down and moved into a 
$400,000 home, all to the tune of cre-
ating an increase in the deficit in this 
country by $300 billion. That is the bill 
that came off this floor. That is the bill 
that is over in the Senate. That is the 
one that I hope they can knock in the 
head. We don’t need to do that. 

And there was another one, a grab 
bag of ‘‘I Want List’’ off-budget for $168 
billion. Those things popped in my 
head quickly, and I am seeing numbers 
of $1 trillion here and $1 trillion there 
roll off of the 30-Something Group. In 
my short little piece here, I wrote 
down $508 billion of irresponsible 
spending. Much of it Republicans have 
been successful in killing because it 
was irresponsible. That is more than 
one-half trillion dollars just in my 
memory in this short Congress, not in 
the full duration of 12 years in the ma-
jority, in which their grievance list 
goes back well beyond that. 

And then, this group of people has 
the audacity to put out a whole series 
of proposals on energy because they 
know the American people are tired of 
paying high gas prices. 

Now, I have sat in this Congress for 
these years. I started out in the 108th 
Congress, but I will take us back. I 
have some numbers here that come 
from the 106th, 108th, 109th Congress, 
and these are Congresses that were led 
by Republican majority and these were 
efforts that were brought forward that 
would have lowered the cost of energy 
in its entirety, especially the cost of 
gas. 

b 2200 
These are bills that went over to the 

Senate from the House. Mr. Speaker, I 
hope you write this down and do a lit-
tle research on this. 

H.R. 1655, from the 106th Congress, 
the Department of Energy Research, 
Development, and Demonstration Au-
thorization Act, that passed the House 
and went to the Senate. That was on 
September 15th of 1999. Also, H.R. 3822, 
another energy bill, the Oil Price Re-
duction Act, that passed the House on 
March 22nd of 2000. It went to the Sen-
ate, and it died in committee. 

Also, in the 108th Congress, I’ll name 
three other bills: H.R. 3062, H.R. 4503, 
H.R. 4517. They all passed the House in 
the 108th Congress. All would have low-
ered energy prices. All would have pro-
vided more energy in the marketplace. 
All died in the Senate. 

In the 109th Congress—that’s the 
Congress ahead of this one—H.R. 6, the 
Energy Policy Act, passed the House 
on April 21, 2005. That happens to be 
my mother’s birthday. Senate action: 
They removed the ANWR provision 
that passed out of this House. It died 
over there. Others that passed in that 
Congress are H.R. 2863 and H.R. 5429 
and H.R. 4761, all energy bills, all bills 
that passed the House, all bills, by the 
memo I’m looking at, at least, that 
didn’t make it out of the Senate, that 
didn’t come back to the House, that 
didn’t go to conference. They just died 
over there. They died over there not 
because of Republicans in the Senate. 
They died over there because of the 40 
Democrats who blocked the bill, the 
filibuster rule that they have. As long 
as they’re able to do that, they can be 
in the minority, and they can block 
good legislation in the Senate. 

That, Mr. Speaker, is what happened 
in the last three Congresses ahead of 
this one, this 110th Congress that we 
are in. 

I didn’t mention the 107th Congress. 
As for the 106th, 108th and 109th Con-
gresses, all of those Congresses passed 
energy legislation bills. All of them 
would have contributed to the supply. 
They would have reduced the regula-
tion. Some of them would have pro-
vided for the siting of refineries on de-
commissioned military bases, and part 
of that legislation out of here would 
have allowed drilling in ANWR. Part of 
it would have opened up the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf to at least some degree. 

We sit here in this Congress, and a 
question that came up more than a 
year ago was: What is the solution for 
$3 gas? I happen to have a little chart 
that might help illustrate this. 

Now, George Bush was really put up 
to be the demon here, in listening to 
the folks who spoke ahead of me, so I 
thought I’d put a little piece of fact up 
for people to take a look at, Mr. Speak-
er. Here are the facts. This is just 
slightly dated, but I can bring it up to 
date. This is pretty close. 

This is the time that George Bush 
was sworn in as President of the United 
States. Gas was $1.49. Oh, boy. Don’t we 
wish we had those days today. 

As I move forward, we come to the 
point where NANCY PELOSI was sworn 
in as Speaker. Gas had gone up to $2.33 
a gallon. I’d be happy to go back to 
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those days, and so would every Amer-
ican if we could make the deal today to 
hold gas at $2.33, but look at how long 
it took to get to the $2.33 from the 
$1.49. 

When Bush was sworn in as President 
and, yes, when the speculators in the 
world and when the investors in the 
world and when the oil companies in 
the world and when the sovereign 
wealth funds in the nations that con-
trol much of the world’s energy supply 
saw what was happening here in this 
country—that the United States had 
lost its ability to pass legislation out 
of this House and send it to the Senate, 
let alone to a Senate that would pass it 
and send it to the President, who would 
have signed, I think, every one of these 
bills that I’ve read off here—then your 
energy prices shot up. $4.08 is slightly 
dated. It’s probably $4.10 or $4.11 today. 
So that tells you what’s actually going 
on here. 

If you take energy off the market, if 
you increase regulation, if you come 
out and you make noise about windfall 
profits taxes, I can tell you what I’d do 
if I were sitting on the board of direc-
tors of an energy company, and Con-
gress had said, ‘‘I want to come in and 
tax you after the fact.’’ I would start to 
look for other places to put my capital, 
where I could get a return that wasn’t 
going to be punished after the fact by 
Congress. 

So I don’t think that people on the 
other side of the aisle here, for the 
most part, understand this free market 
system that’s here. I don’t think they 
understand supply and demand. They 
convinced me of that today in a hear-
ing on the Ag Committee. It was all 
about trying to regulate the futures 
market on energy. There were six dif-
ferent witnesses, and I lost track, actu-
ally, of how many bills were there, but 
some of those bills were drafted years 
ago, 1 or 2 or 3 years ago, when I would 
have thought that, maybe, their focus 
on this regulation of the futures mar-
ket would have come within the last 2 
or 3 months rather than in the last 2 or 
3 years. 

They convinced me, because those 
Members of Congress had been working 
that long on the futures market, that 
it actually indicates supply and de-
mand on energy in the world, and it 
lets the people who are watching those 
markets understand at least what the 
people who are speculating on that 
market think is going to be there for 
supply and demand. They don’t have 
the confidence in that. They think that 
they need to get in there and regulate 
the market, regulate the market, take 
the futures out of the energy equation 
because, as the gentleman from Mary-
land said, there must be some margin 
in there somewhere, and we’ve got to 
squeeze every drop out of it. Well, 
they’re providing a service with the fu-
tures market, and that allows people to 
hedge, and you’ve got to let them 
hedge because there are people who are 
vulnerable to the fluctuation in energy 
prices. 

Then, on top of that, supply and de-
mand is not part of the equation on the 
left side of the aisle, Mr. Speaker. It’s 
not. They convinced me of that in the 
hearing today. It’s not or it wouldn’t 
be proposed by the Speaker of the 
House, NANCY PELOSI, that we should 
go ahead and up the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve. In a little bit, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania will address 
that subject matter with a little more 
expertise than I bring to this floor, but 
it’s a limited supply, and it’s, there-
fore, a national emergency. 

I can tell you that 42.6 percent of the 
world’s export oil supply goes through 
the Strait of Hormuz. We have Iran 
threatening to shut down the Strait of 
Hormuz, and they know that that 
strait there is not just the valve that 
controls 42.6 percent of the world’s ex-
port oil supply. That’s the valve that 
shuts down the world economy. If they 
can control the strait, they can control 
the world economy. They know it. 
They’ve known it for a long time. Even 
Jimmy Carter knew it. 

What would be the dumbest time to 
open up the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve? Well, that would be the time 
when we’re most vulnerable and are 
most threatened that someone like 
Iran might decide they’re going to try 
to close down the Strait of Hormuz. 

That limited amount of oil is there. 
It can’t change the market very much. 
The markets aren’t going to change 
unless you have a significant change in 
the volume. That doesn’t change the 
volume of oil in the market. That just 
dumps the reserve out and leaves us 
vulnerable to dumping that volume. 

Now, in looking down through a list 
of some of these other things, they put 
up a chart that showed that there are 
91.5 million acres leased, and there are 
only 23.7 million acres producing. So 
they’re saying go ahead and drill those 
acres; we’re fine with that. Well, all 
right. I’m fine with that, too, but it 
doesn’t matter whether you’re fine 
with it or not. Those acres are leased. 
The problem is those aren’t producing 
acres. It costs millions to sink a well in 
most of these places. So, if you sink a 
well down someplace where there’s not 
oil, you’ve wasted the money. 

I’d say, if you’re serious about this, 
step up and join me. Let’s let the lease-
holders then trade off those acres for 
other acres. Let them use those acres 
to bid with in conjunction with the dol-
lar investment. We’ll let them trade 
out of that 23.7 million acres or, let me 
say, the 91.5 million leased acres that 
aren’t being drilled on—and I’m taking 
your numbers at face value. I’ve not 
checked these numbers, and I’d want to 
do that before I’d sign onto a bill. Take 
a look at this. Let them trade the acres 
out, and you’ll find out. There’s no rea-
son why an energy company doesn’t 
want to drill unless they don’t believe 
there’s oil there, not in this market, 
not in this day. 

Then you know the argument ‘‘use it 
or lose it.’’ 

Well, let them use it by letting them 
trade those acres in for acres that are 

producing acres, and you’ll see imme-
diate action. They’d be happy to lose 
some of those acres. Open them up, and 
let somebody else bid on the acres that 
aren’t being drilled. This is a prudent 
business decision. 

Your theory, gentlemen, presupposes 
that there’s oil in equal quantity under 
every acre that’s leased whether it’s 
drilled or whether it’s not. Now, what 
kind of a myopic view of the under-
ground do you have? Do you have any 
geologists over there in your caucus? 
I’m not really a geologist, but I have 
personally and physically drilled for 
oil, and I’ve dug more holes into Moth-
er Earth than has anybody in this Con-
gress. I’ve taken a little look at the 
stratification of that, and I at least 
have some understanding of what pro-
duces oil and what doesn’t. It can’t be 
everywhere by definition. 

Then the position that came out over 
and over again is that Democrats are 
going to go after Big Oil. Well, Big Oil 
is what provides a lot of energy in this 
marketplace. If you cut down on the 
supply, you’re going to raise the price 
some more, and you’ll see this price of 
$4.08 go up to $5.08. Go ahead. Go after 
Big Oil, and see what the result is. You 
are not going to get oil 1 cent cheaper. 
That price is going to go up because 
you’ll scare the capital out of the mar-
ketplace; you’ll shut down the explo-
ration, and you’ll empower the Middle 
Eastern oil more because they are the 
sovereign wealth funds that control a 
significant amount of the energy. 
That’s the mindset over here. 

I suppose, if you say it over and over 
again, you’ll begin to believe it, and 
maybe you actually do believe it, but 
you’re not going to be able to get com-
monsense Americans to believe in an 
idea of going after Big Oil. 

Oh, by the way, windfall profits 
taxes. Let’s just say Exxon. I saw a 
piece the other day of 8.6 percent re-
turn on their capital. You want to tax 
windfall profits, calling an 8.6 percent 
return on capital a windfall profit tax? 
Well, if that’s the case, I’ll sign on with 
that if you’ll also want to apply a 
windfall profits tax to every corpora-
tion in America that got a greater re-
turn than 8.6 percent. If we’d do that, 
we would kill the goose that laid the 
golden egg. We would also fix the na-
tional debt because there are a lot of 
companies that are going to end up 
getting a better return than 8.6 percent 
on their capital. 

I spent 28 years in the construction 
business. Many times, I got a better re-
turn than 8.6 percent on the capital. I 
never felt guilty about a single bit of it 
because I earned it all competing in the 
marketplace, and that’s what these 
companies are doing, too. 

This is the one that grips STEVE 
KING, Mr. Speaker, this statement from 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN). 
Look at the investments in biofuels, 
the Democrats’ support for biofuels. He 
says that some say it’s keeping gas 
prices down by 50 cents. Well, I wish 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 02:21 Oct 23, 2008 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00102 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD08\H09JY8.REC H09JY8m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

76
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6335 July 9, 2008 
that were the case. I happen to rep-
resent the number 1 biofuels congres-
sional district in America. It’s the 5th 
District of Iowa. 

Six years ago when I came to Con-
gress, we hardly had an industry, but 
Republicans passed Blender’s tax cred-
its at 51 cents a gallon. I’m the guy 
who introduced the legislation in my 
first bill in Congress that extended the 
Blender’s credit for ethanol and that 
raised the small ethanol producers and 
the small biofuels producers’ credit 
from 30 million gallons a year to 60 
million so that we could take advan-
tage of the economy of scale and the 
kind of plants that needed to be com-
petitive. 

I added biodiesel to this. It came out 
of the bill I introduced. It was written 
into another bill. I’ve gotten a lot of 
help here, and I thank everybody on 
both sides of the aisle for that. I sent it 
over to the Senate. The Senate picked 
it up, and it arrived at the President’s 
desk. The first bill I introduced became 
law, and I thought I’m a freshman, but 
this is easy. Well, Mr. PETERSON knows 
it’s not that easy, and I was a little bit 
lucky, but it was an idea whose time 
was right. I just happened to know, 
though, about what happens with 
biofuels. 

The 5th District of Iowa produces 
more, when you add it up, ethanol, bio-
diesel and wind energy than any other 
congressional district in America. We 
are the renewable fuels capital. We’ve 
built an industry around this. For at 
least the last 2 years, maybe 3, there 
has been over $1 billion a year in pri-
vate investment capital invested in re-
newable energy infrastructure just in 
my congressional district. So I thought 
I’ll do the math on this now. 

If you can lower gas prices by 50 
cents because Democrats invested in 
biofuels—well, they didn’t do that. 
That was Republican leadership, but 
Democrats did do this: They brought 
the farm bill out of this floor, and it 
went to the President’s desk. It cut the 
Blender’s credit by 6 cents. That’s what 
Democrats have done. So they’ve sent 
a message to the renewable fuels indus-
try: Don’t invest capital in this indus-
try because we’re going to be changing 
the rules on you after you get your dol-
lars invested. That’s what they think 
of a deal. Cut the Blender’s credit by 12 
percent. 

Now, I’m not here to argue whether 
that’s the right number or whether 
that’s the wrong number. That’s what 
happened. That was Democrat leader-
ship that did that, but if they think 
that having renewable energy—and 
that means biofuels—on the market 
will cut gas prices by 50 cents, Mr. 
Speaker, then I went through this 
math, and I figured this out. 

All right. Let’s see. In ethanol, we 
produced 9 billion gallons of ethanol 
last year. That got blended into 150 bil-
lion gallons of overall consumption. 
That works out to be 6 percent of the 
gallons, 4.2 percent of the energy. So, 
with biofuels, ethanol replaced 4.2 per-

cent of the energy consumed in gas last 
year. If 4.2 percent of the gas can lower 
the price by 50 percent as stated by Mr. 
RYAN from Ohio, if that can happen, 
then I’m here to tell you, if we open up 
ANWR, that will do a better job be-
cause 1 million barrels a day going into 
the marketplace in ANWR will replace 
5.6 percent of our annual gas consump-
tion. So, if 4.2 percent in ethanol low-
ers the price by 50 cents a gallon, 5.6 
percent coming out of ANWR ought to 
take it down 60 cents or more a gallon. 

b 2215 

And they say don’t drill in ANWR. 
I can take that up a little bit later, 

Mr. Speaker, and I have some things 
that I would like to say about the com-
modities and futures and trading mar-
kets as well, but I also recognize that 
the gentleman who is and remains the 
leader on energy in the United States, 
in the United States Congress, the gen-
tleman who is down on this floor over 
and over and over again who is working 
in front of the scenes and behind the 
scenes, who’s working strategy, who is 
engaging in amendments in committee, 
who walks this floor constantly seek-
ing to lower energy prices for the 
American people, a man who leaves a 
legacy and hopefully gets his way at 
the end of the 110th Congress so there’s 
a real marker for that legacy is the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PE-
TERSON), whom I’d be proud to yield so 
much time as he may consume. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. I 
thank the gentleman from Iowa and for 
the opportunity to share time with 
him. 

I don’t know about you, Mr. Speaker. 
After the 4th of July recess where we 
had $4 gasoline, $5 diesel, almost $4 
heating oil, and Americans are shud-
dering because what they don’t know, 
and they will be even more concerned, 
is that in a few months, they will be 
getting 50- to 60-percent increases in 
home heating costs with natural gas. 
Those passed-through costs will be ap-
proved by our State PUCs. My home 
company in western Pennsylvania 
raised the rates at 6 percent in May 
and are going to be raising it 50 percent 
August 1, and they have another oppor-
tunity to raise it again in November. 
And they’re just passing through the 
costs of gas. 

Just like New England just had a 42 
percent increase in electric costs be-
cause of the percentage of their elec-
tricity that is now made with natural 
gas. So as natural gas prices escalate, 
theirs escalate. 

When we have these prices, I have 
neighbors who don’t know how they’re 
going to heat their home this year. I 
have churches in my district who prob-
ably won’t use their sanctuaries, sen-
iors who are living on limited budgets. 
I know a gentleman, a neighbor, this 
week—he’s 75 years old. Four years 
ago, he sold his pellet stove because he 
was 71 and decided he was getting too 
old to carry 40-pound pellet bags into 
the basement. He had it in his base-

ment and ran heat up through his reg-
isters. And he took it out. And with the 
current energy prices, he bought an-
other pellet stove. He has to cut an-
other hole through the cement wall 
that he had cemented and put another 
pellet stove in because he can’t afford 
fuel. 

I have neighbors and friends who 
kept their house at 55 last year. And 
this year energy prices are double if 
they’re heating with home heating oil. 
They’re about 75 percent higher with 
propane, and they’re going to be some-
where between 50 and 75 to 100 percent 
higher in natural gas when those prices 
hit the market. 

I know Americans who are driving 30 
and 40 and 50 miles to work. I have a 
neighbor lady who makes $11 an hour. 
She has two children. She travels 36 
miles to work. Her balanced billing bill 
is $175 a month, and she has no money 
in her budget for a 60 percent increase 
in natural gas prices that are going to 
hit her for this winter. 

People all over America are scared. 
Should we open the reserve? Well, I 
guess if we do, we sort of say we didn’t 
need a reserve because the reserve is 
only several months’ supply in case 
there’s a tragedy in the world market, 
there is a major problem in one of the 
big sending countries. Let’s just say, 
God forbid, that terrorists would blow 
up the sending platforms where we load 
our tankers in Saudi Arabia, we would 
have $250 oil quickly. 

The petroleum reserve is in case of 
war, is in case of tragedy somewhere in 
the country, some tragic incident that 
cuts off our supply. Because today, we 
get one-third of our oil from home, we 
buy one-third of it from our friends 
like Canada and Mexico and other 
friendly countries, and we buy one- 
third of it from the Middle East. The 
one-third in the Middle East, as we’ve 
heard earlier, is fragile. We don’t know 
that will always be available. Should 
we use the reserve? I don’t personally 
think we should. I think we should 
have kept filling it because 70,000 bar-
rels a day is a drop in a bucket. It did 
nothing for prices, will do nothing for 
prices. 

So use the reserve and say July, Au-
gust, and September it will be all gone. 
And what do we do in October, Novem-
ber, December if we have tragedy or 
what are we going to do then? That’s 
not a solution. 

It amazes me, because I’m not giving 
high grades on energy to many people 
around here. It’s my view that 3 Presi-
dents and 14 Congresses in succession 
have not gotten good marks on energy, 
have not had a bona fide energy plan. 
And you say, Why is it? Well, it’s kind 
of understandable. Up until 7 or 8 years 
ago, except for a spike in the 1970s and 
1980s and 1990s for a year or two at a 
time, we had $2 gas and $10 oil. And the 
argument was—and I remember debat-
ing it at the State—should we use 
theirs or should we use ours. I always 
thought we should produce ours. It cre-
ates jobs here. It’s part of our econ-
omy. There’s no better jobs than oil- 
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patch jobs and all the related jobs, the 
refineries and the pipelines and all of 
that whole system. 

You can go down in downtown Wash-
ington and buy gasoline made in Rus-
sia, and the only person making money 
off of it is the guy selling it. It was re-
fined in Russia. We can buy that in 
Washington, D.C. They only chain the 
stations here in the east coast. 

So I just find it, I guess, 
unconceivable that we don’t—we can’t 
figure this thing out that when we’re 
one-third dependent—we’re two-thirds 
dependent—but one-third dependent on 
enemies or people who aren’t our 
friends, and people who—or they’re not 
stable governments. And when they 
say not to drill here, every day we 
don’t drill here we become more de-
pendent. 

Since I’ve been in Congress, we’ve 
averaged 2 percent a year. This year we 
will increase another 2 percent. We’re 
at two-thirds now dependent on foreign 
countries. 

And what happened was—I don’t give 
the Bush administration high marks. 
In fact, looking at, you know, they ac-
tually get higher marks than many. 
They had the hydrogen car initiative 2 
or 3 years ago. They pumped a lot of 
money into hydrogen cars. But do we 
have a hydrogen car? No. Do we hope to 
some day? Yes. But that’s futuristic. 
That’s a good thing. 

Last year they had the mandate, 
they urged us to increase the mandate 
on biofuels to 36.5 billion by 2030, 
switching from corn after 15 billion 
gallons to cellulosic ethanol. Now, I 
get a little nervous when you mandate 
cellulosic ethanol when we still don’t 
have the design of a plant to make it. 
Now, we’re hoping and praying, and the 
thought is making it out of wood waste 
and making it out of garbage and out 
of sweet grasses like switchgrass. That 
looks hopeful as a better way to make 
ethanol. Because we do know that corn 
prices have edged up a little from $2 a 
bushel to I think it hit a high of $7.70 
last week. It’s down to maybe $7.40 this 
week. 

But the first Bush administration 
locked up the Outer Continental Shelf. 
We’re the only country in the world to 
do that. Canada drills right up here. 
And they drill right up here within 
sight of our coastline. Norway, Sweden, 
Denmark, Ireland, Australia, New Zea-
land, every country, all of South Amer-
ica, everybody produces offshore. In 
fact, Brazil, the country everybody 
gives high marks for, and they gave the 
credit for ethanol. Ethanol is 15 per-
cent of it. But they went out and 
opened up their continental shelf and 
just recently in deep water found a 
huge reserve of oil, and now we’re 
going to be an exporter of oil. 

Now, what we don’t know about 
America is when we did seismographic 
on our shores 30-some years ago, since 
then for the last 28 years law has pro-
hibited us from even measuring out 
there to see what’s out there. That’s 
how stupid I say we are. We don’t even 

want to go out and look. We could have 
somewhere out here, or somewhere out 
here, the largest oil and gas reserve be-
cause all over the world, offshore is 
tremendous energy production. 

In fact, everybody tells me, every-
body that knows the business and who 
have regulated the business, not nec-
essarily producers, that it is the least 
environmental hazard. When you’re out 
in the ocean and you drill a hole in the 
ground, I mean, one little storm stirs 
up more than a drilling bit going down 
into the ocean floor. And we’ve not had 
a major spill since Santa Barbara in 
1969. We have the technology today. 
And the cost offshore is big. 

But here offshore when we did the 
seismic measurements 30-some years 
ago. We only did it in water less than 
4,000 feet. Now, today we can drill in 2- 
mile deep water so we’ve never even 
used—and the seismic of today would 
be like comparing an old seismic 30 
years ago. It would be like a black and 
white TV to the current thin-screen 
TVs like we have today. That would be 
the difference. I mean, the new seismic 
tells you what’s there. Tells you a lot. 

But we’re not there. We just drill in 
a small part of the gulf. That’s the 
other thing. And it amazes me when we 
listen to these talks about we got 64 or 
84 million acres. Until they drill that 
we’re not going to let them. Well, you 
know, four out of five deep water wells 
are dry. It costs $900 million. I’m going 
to say that again: $900 million to build 
a deep water platform. It costs $1 mil-
lion a day to operate it, and it’s four 
out of five wells you will drill. 

Now, I’m not able to personally as-
sess. I’m meeting with some people to-
morrow in two different groups to 
learn more about the potential of those 
64 or 84—I keep hearing different fig-
ures—million acres that they’re talk-
ing about. But I do know that these are 
great and the rest of the gulf here are 
great areas, and we are saying can’t 
drill there. 

Now, it seems to me drilling for oil’s 
not a sure thing. Four out of five deep? 
No. You don’t get anything. Three out 
of four shallow? No. You don’t get any-
thing. So you explore, and when you 
find three or four good wells, now you 
know you’ve hit a pool and you will go 
in and try to figure where it’s at and 
maximize it. 

We know in much of the gulf we’ve 
been drilling for so long that the gulf is 
actually depleting. Although we’re 
drilling twice as many wells there as 
we used to, we’re getting less energy 
because we’re in old, tired fields. We’re 
drilling between wells. We’re drilling 
deeper where it’s more costly, and it’s 
still exploring, trying to find more gas 
and oil. 

Now, I guess the part that really 
confounds me is the hope we have for 
renewables. And you know, I hope for 
the day in my lifetime that we can run 
our country on renewables. But here is 
the chart. From the middle of this 
chart towards me is history. This is the 
Energy Department’s figures. From the 

middle of my chart to my left is their 
projection of the future. Of course, oil’s 
the Big Kahuna. Natural gas and coal 
are the other big ones. 

Now, they show coal increasing. I dis-
agree with that because of the carbon 
issue and because 70 coal plants in the 
last 8 or 9 months have been turned 
down by State agencies, and they will 
all become gas plants. And the reason 
we have such high gas prices in our 
country today is that 12 years ago we 
took away the moratorium for using 
natural gas to make electricity. His-
torically, Mr. Speaker, we only made 
electricity out of natural gas in a peak 
power plant that ran in the morning 
and the evening when we consumed 
huge amounts of electricity when we’re 
heating water at home and cooking and 
doing the washing and so forth in the 
morning and evening, and all of the 
plants that were running to. So that 
was a maximum load of electricity. 

So 12 years ago we took that morato-
rium off, and now 24 percent of our 
electricity is made with natural gas. 
From 7. That’s a huge increase, and we 
didn’t open up supply. 

Now, just several years ago natural 
gas was $2 a thousand. The last few 
months it’s been running at $1,300 to 
$1,350 a thousand. Those are figures 
that will drive most industries left out 
of this country because natural gas is 
not a world price. It’s a country-by- 
country price. When we pay $130, $140, 
or $150 for oil, it’s very painful; but it’s 
painful for our competitors. It’s painful 
to our neighbors. 

But on natural gas, we’ve been pay-
ing the highest prices in the world, and 
we have competing countries who are 
right in South America. Trinidad has 
$1.60 gas. Now, if you’re going to make 
glass or you’re going to make bricks, 
you’re going to make petrochemicals, 
you’re going to make fertilizers which 
consume enormous amounts of gas. 

Just to show you. Dow Chemical in 
2002 paid $8 billion a year for natural 
gas. Today, Dow Chemical pays $8 bil-
lion a quarter for natural gas. And to 
show you the migration of jobs out of 
this country, Dow Chemical in the year 
2000 had 64 percent of their production 
on shore in America. Today they have 
34 percent. Why? They can’t afford to 
be here. Just like my neighbors can’t 
afford to heat their homes and drive 
their cars in rural areas. Companies 
and small businesses who heat treat 
things who bend metal and twist metal 
and have to heat it with natural gas, 
they can’t afford to function competi-
tively in this country if they’re com-
peting with products made in another 
country that can buy gas for a fraction 
of the cost. 

b 2230 

Now, let’s look at where we’re put-
ting all our faith. I want wind and solar 
to be huge but it’s not. 

Nuclear, we did in the 2005 Act 
streamline the nuclear process. We 
have thirty-some permits applied for. I 
think we have 33 about ready to be 
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given. We need 35 to 40 new plants built 
for nuclear to keep nuclear at 20 per-
cent of the grid, just maintain, 20 per-
cent, not gain. 

Hydro continues to lose ground— 
that’s the brown line here—because 
we’re not building dams. We aren’t al-
lowed to build dams. That’s the clean-
est energy we could have. 

The top line is the renewables. Now, 
over on my left, I’m going to have a big 
chart tomorrow, but the red is bio-
mass, woody biomass. Now, woody bio-
mass has grown almost a percent in the 
last 4 years. That’s pellet stoves. Over 
1 million Americans this year will heat 
their home with a pellet stove. That’s 
wood waste factories burning boilers 
with wood waste, heating their fac-
tories with wood waste. And it’s power 
plants topping their coal loads with 
some wood waste to meet air standards 
there near the edge. So woody biomass, 
and I don’t think there’s been any ini-
tiatives, any tax credits. That’s just 
happened. 

Then we have hydro, and it’s not 
gone. It’s going to stay there. The yel-
low line is geothermal, and there’s all 
kind of incentives. They get the tax 
credits, but as we grow our economy, it 
just remains a small portion. 

Then we have the blue line, which is 
wind, which has bubbled somewhat. 
But if we double wind and solar in the 
next 5 years we will be less than 1 per-
cent of our energy portfolio. Now, I 
hope we can, and I hope we can double 
it again the next 5 years, but we’d still 
be less than 2 percent of our energy 
portfolio, maybe even less than that 
because our energy needs will grow. 

Now, the problem that’s changed in 
the world, and a lot of people don’t re-
alize it, is the growth of use of energy 
in the world. It’s not us. We’re flat on 
energy use. In fact, we’re decreasing 
because of price. 

China is increasing 15 to 20 percent a 
year. India’s increasing at a huge rate. 
You have South America developing. 
You have Malaysia developing. You 
have millions and millions of people in 
this world who are buying their first 
car and owning their first home, and 
when they buy their first car and own 
their first home, they’re in the energy 
use business. 

So, no matter what we do, we can’t 
control prices by conserving. I’m for 
conservation. In fact, we need to figure 
out how to help Americans to use en-
ergy more wisely and let them write it 
off on their income taxes in a 3- or 4- 
year period. We need to do that, wheth-
er it’s more efficient heating, whether 
it’s better windows, better doors, 
whether it’s more efficient appliances, 
yes, we need to help them out, because, 
really, I hate to say it, but the only 
thing Americans have today that they 
can do is use less energy. There is 
nothing now because we are not going 
to drill. We’re not going to drill. 

I have a bill to open up the Outer 
Continental Shelf. I had it poised. I of-
fered it in the committee, in Interior, 
in the subcommittee, and it’s the first 

time that it’s been treated partisanly. 
We had six Republican votes were 
‘‘yes’’ and nine Democrats votes ‘‘no.’’ 
Now, I’m not going to blame those 
Members. They had tremendous Speak-
er power applied to them. There were 
Members who voted against energy 
who have never voted against energy in 
this Congress in that sitting. 

A week or two later, we were going 
to offer our amendment again in the 
full committee, where you have about 
75 or 80 Members. And I think some-
body in the Speaker’s office took a 
count, and when they didn’t have the 
votes to beat my amendment, we didn’t 
do the Interior bill. And here we are 
today, weeks later, we are still not 
doing the Interior bill. Why? Because 
Congressman PETERSON has an amend-
ment that would open up the Outer 
Continental Shelf that would open up 
drilling 50 miles out, from 50 to 200. 

Like I say, I don’t pass out any gold 
awards around this place in the last 
three decades on energy leadership, and 
I mean that sincerely. We haven’t had 
a President. President Clinton didn’t 
lead on energy. He vetoed the ANWR 
bill. And I personally think President 
Bush tried hard to do ANWR. I voted 
for ANWR, but if he would have put the 
same effort on offshore, we would have 
probably accomplished it, but he 
didn’t. In fact, he has never supported 
offshore until a news conference two 
weeks ago. But he also—and I’m going 
to say this critically—there’s a Presi-
dential moratoria and there’s a legisla-
tive moratoria, and he said, if Congress 
will lift their moratorium, I will lift 
mine. 

Mr. President, I was disappointed 
that you didn’t lead. I was disappointed 
that you didn’t lift your moratorium. 
Now, your father put it on. It was not 
supposed to be long-term. It was sup-
posed to be 5 years until they could as-
sess what parts of our coastline might 
need to be protected. President Clinton 
came in, had no energy initiative. He 
extended it to 2002, and then come 
Bush II, and because he had a brother 
in Florida and offshore drilling was an 
issue, he didn’t touch it. 

In fact, last year we passed a major 
bill here in the House to open up off-
shore. The Senate wouldn’t deal with 
it. They passed a small bill down here 
in the gulf that was tracked 181 that 
had been on the 5-year plan in the Clin-
ton administration that had not been 
leased, was taken out of the 5-year plan 
because of its proximity to Florida by 
the Bush administration, and was leg-
islated back into the 5-year plan by the 
Senate, and I had to lead the fight here 
to get that accomplished in the House. 
They wouldn’t conference with us on 
our bill so we could merge the two 
bills, but I led the fight here to make 
sure that we got that passed. That 
lease sold for I think $3.6 billion and is 
on its way, and it was done rather 
quickly. 

Now, there are those who say we 
can’t do anything in 10 to 20 years just 
don’t know what they’re talking about. 

If we work close to the areas in the 
gulf first—and we will—that have been 
leased, there’s infrastructure. And if 
we would expedite the permit process 
legislatively like we did with track 21, 
and force the hand of the bureaucracy 
not to sit on this and to get it done, we 
could have oil and gas production in 
several years. 

We still have 27 platforms active in 
the western coast that were exempted 
by the moratorium. They’re still func-
tioning. In fact, the governor of Cali-
fornia uses some of them to drill in his 
3-mile zone, when he’s telling us not to 
drill nationally. Yes, Arnold 
Schwarzenegger, the governor of Cali-
fornia, issues permits, and California 
approves them or his administration 
does, to drill off the shore of California 
every year, drilling in the 3-mile zone. 
Now, they drill part of them from on-
shore with a slant drill. They go on our 
Federal platforms in Federal Waters 
and slant drill into the 3-mile area to 
produce oil. 

I’m sorry, but California and Florida 
are huge users of energy and both of 
them have thwarted us. I’ve got to give 
credit to the Florida delegation. They 
have come around. Many of the Florida 
delegation realize—and the Florida 
citizens picked it up first—they’re now 
supporting offshore production of en-
ergy. Offshore production of energy is 
not a threat to our coastlines. It’s the 
best reserves we have. It’s close to 
where the people are. We have pipelines 
and refineries there. It’s what really 
works. 

When you produce oil in some parts 
of the Midwest it’s hard to get it to 
market. I’m not saying we shouldn’t 
produce it, but when you produce it on 
your shorelines where your population 
centers are, it’s the best place. 

I find this Congress almost unbeliev-
able that we use excuses like there’s 68 
million acres that are leased and are 
not producing. Well, if you punch 10 
holes in the ground and they’re all dry 
holes, you stop spending your money. 

I know also there’s probably hun-
dreds of cases in the gulf where there’s 
lawsuits preventing them from drilling 
a hole in the ground. Citizen lawsuits, 
the Sierra Club, Greenpeace, all these 
organizations continually sue to stop 
the production of energy. 

Yes, the problem we’ve had, we’ve 
had three Presidents in a row and 14 
Congresses in a row, and all these 10, 11 
environmental groups that said we 
must stop using fossil fuels. We must 
stop using these, and we’re going to re-
place them with these. They’re going 
to replace these with this. 

I wish we could, but until we can, we 
better produce and we need to be doing 
coal-to-liquids and coal-to-gas. We 
need to be continuing to push hydro-
gen. We need to do all of the above. 

And I want to tell you something, it’s 
my opinion, my humble opinion, that if 
we drill offshore and we drill more in 
the Midwest and we do coal-to-liquids 
and coal-to-gas—they all take time— 
this country is going to be in an energy 
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crunch for a number of years, and 
there’s going to be pain felt in this 
country. We’re going to lose middle- 
class jobs. We’re going to lose indus-
tries out of this country because they 
can’t afford to be here, no matter what 
we do, because we’ve waited too long. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I want to thank 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. I’m 
standing here transfixed. Much of this 
argument I have heard, but I seldom 
hear it put together in such a way, 
such a deliberative way that flows. And 
when you start talking about the fu-
ture and what it looks like and the 
pain that we’re going to feel because 
we waited too long, that’s a good mes-
sage for this Congress to hear. 

And from my own perspective, I’d 
like to say this. Some of us are going 
to be able to coast along through and 
shift into retirement and be able to be 
just fine for the rest of our expected 
lifespan. That’s not the case for mil-
lions and millions of Americans who 
are at the earlier stages of their life 
that have yet to step forward and get 
an education, that have yet to join up 
and raise a family. 

And I’m thinking about my children, 
my grandchildren. I’m thinking about 
a little fellow named Joseph Dean An-
derson that was born the day after the 
4th of July that I’ll be watching very 
closely as he grows up and how we 
shape the future for him, and the deci-
sions that we make in this Congress 
and the debates that we’re going to 
have a lot harder time winning because 
there’s an agenda out here that we 
can’t quite get our hands on. 

And I’m always trying to figure out 
how can I bring some more logic to win 
this debate. I came into this political 
arena about, oh, I don’t know, 12, 13 
years ago, believing that if I’m right on 
principle, all I have to do is articulate 
that principle and that will bring those 
folks over to my side and we’ll get the 
votes together. That was a naive thing 
to believe that somehow logic and prin-
ciple was going to carry the day. It 
doesn’t carry the day because people 
migrate towards political power. 

So if you have a green coalition 
that’s putting money into campaigns 
and if you have an agenda that’s being 
driven across the Web pages, they say 
we’ll support you and we’ll come in and 
we’ll march the streets and hang door 
hangers on the doorknobs and we’ll 
make sure that you get reelected, all 
you have to do is if we label it green, 
just sit up and vote our way. That sus-
pends logic. It suspends the logic. The 
logic that JOHN PETERSON has delivered 
out here tonight, the logic I think I’ve 
added to, is suspended is because this 
agenda is an agenda that goes beyond 
our rational understanding. 

Now, I have been telling my constitu-
ents that NANCY PELOSI and the people 
that follow her, the people who would 
have voted for energy and now vote for 
green in the committee, in the end 
they really don’t want cheaper gas. 
They want more expensive energy in 
America. That’s what they want. 

That’s what the agenda is, and now 
here is how I explain it. 

First, for me, for those of us who ap-
proach this thing with the best interest 
of Americans in mind say this. If we 
can do this, this is the energy pie 
chart. It’s taken me a little time to put 
this together, but what it represents is 
the inside circle the total BTUs pro-
duced in the United States of America. 
That’s 72 quad-trillion BTUs. And then 
the outside circle is all the energy 
that’s consumed in America. That’s 
101.4 quad-trillion BTUs of energy. 
Now, quad-trillion doesn’t mean a lot 
to me or anybody else for that matter, 
but it’s this. 

Seventy-two percent of the energy we 
consume in America is produced in 
America. The difference, that 28, 29 
percent, is what we have to import 
from outside the United States, and in 
these pie charts that are here are a 
number of these components that Mr. 
PETERSON talked about so much. 

Here’s coal in the orange. That’s the 
coal that we consume on the outside; 
the coal we produced is on the inside. 

b 2245 
They don’t quite match up because 

the size of our circles are different. 
Then you can go down here, but look 

at the outside circle, the natural gas. 
Our overall consumption is 23.3 percent 
of our energy consumption is natural 
gas. Nuclear is up here; 8.29 percent of 
our energy consumption is nuclear. 
That needs to get bigger. 

You get around to these parts that 
we’ve heard about, the biodiesel, wind, 
geothermal, how hydroelectric is 
shrinking. Here’s your ethanol. And 
I’ve pushed hard for ethanol. And we’ve 
got solar power is a small little piece 
of this thing; bigger than what you 
might think in comparison to ethanol. 

As you get around here, here’s motor 
gasoline. That piece is the piece of this 
overall consumption pie that’s getting 
smaller in proportion, but it is not 
shrinking in its overall consumption. 

The solution for the United States of 
America is to add one piece to this pie; 
that’s called energy conservation. JOHN 
PETERSON spoke to that as well. Then 
we need to take every single piece of 
this pie and we need to expand it. We 
need to produce more gas, more diesel 
fuel, more coal, more hydroelectric. 
And that’s the hardest thing to do. And 
it is the cleanest and it is renewable. 
Wind is renewable, and we’ll produce 
more of it, but it’s not a big enough 
piece. 

More natural gas. That is trouble-
some to me in particular, representing 
farm country where 90 percent of the 
feedstock that goes into producing ni-
trogen fertilizer is natural gas. And 
American companies that were pro-
ducing fertilizer in the United States 
have moved to places like Trinidad be-
cause of the lower gas prices and had to 
set up their operations there. They’ve 
been driven offshore. We’ve essentially 
lost the fertilizer industry in America. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I would yield 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 

That’s one of the things I didn’t men-
tion is I think nitrogen fertilizer is 70 
percent natural gas. Petrochemical, 55 
percent natural gas, as an ingredient. 
Polymers and plastics, 45 to 50 percent 
natural gas. We have steel. We all 
know the manufacturing of steel and 
aluminum use huge amounts of natural 
gas. 

My prediction is if we don’t open up 
natural gas and get the price down, 
we’ll make our bricks—bulk commod-
ities like bricks that are easily made 
in our own neighborhoods from clay 
somewhere in a mountain nearby, 
those will be made in Trinidad, where 
gas is $1.60. Glass for our home win-
dows will be made in Trinidad. In fact, 
car windows are coming in from over-
seas right now because of natural gas 
prices. 

Natural gas is the mother’s milk of 
the manufacturing process in this 
country. And if we don’t fix the natural 
gas problem, we’re not going to have a 
manufacturing base of anything. We 
will import everything that’s manufac-
tured. And at the same time, Ameri-
cans, this winter and the winters 
ahead, are just plain going to struggle 
to drive their cars and heat their 
homes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my 
time, and thanking the gentleman for 
coming to the floor and delivering this 
good, composite message on energy, 
the natural gas that we know of in this 
country is at least 406 trillion cubic 
feet of natural gas. That’s our reserves. 
We saw the map on how to go drill 
them. 

I would point out that there was a 
referendum that went up on the ballot 
the third day of June in Union County, 
South Dakota, and the question was, 
are you for or against building a new 
refinery, a $10 billion investment in 
southeastern South Dakota? That ref-
erendum passed by 59–41 percent. We 
think we’re going to get a refinery 
built that will receive that heavy crude 
oil coming out of the tar sands in Al-
berta. It’s not certain that we can get 
through the regulations. We think 
we’ll get one built anyway. 

And I want to add that the ANWR 
piece—we didn’t talk about ANWR very 
much, I’ve gone up there and looked at 
that—the ANWR component of this is 
about a million barrels a day. It’s iden-
tical in the topography to the North 
Slope. We drilled the North Slope 
starting in 1972 and we had oil pumping 
out of there in 1975. It doesn’t take 10 
or 20 years, as the gentleman said, to 
get this fuel down there. We can do it 
in months on the North Slope of Alas-
ka, and we can change the market 
prices if we open up the situation to do 
that. 

Now, in just concluding this, grow 
the size of the energy pie, add a piece 
for conservation, produce more Btus in 
all ways that we can, dramatically ex-
pand nuclear. If the French can 
produce 78 percent of their electricity 
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with nuclear, we can dramatically in-
crease that. And nuclear should be 
coming online rather than natural gas 
to generate electricity because the 
mother’s milk of manufacturing, the 
mother’s milk of our economy is nat-
ural gas. 

We’re having difficulty breaking 
down the barriers of the people that be-
lieve we ought to have more expensive 
energy in this country instead of less. 
And I’m here to make the point that 
the reason that they support more 
costly energy and give lip service to 
windfall profits taxes and higher regu-
lation and trying to squeeze down the 
futures and the commodities market, 
the reason they denied a global demand 
increase—which for the Chinese this 
year, their gas imports have increased 
2,000 percent so far this year—they 
deny that because they want to see 
higher energy prices, not lower, be-
cause they know higher energy prices 
shuts down the mother’s milk of our 
manufacturing industry in this coun-
try, it slows the economy down, it 
forces Americans to park their car and 
ride their bicycle. And now, that serves 
the myopic belief that the goddess of 
mother nature is more important than 
the God that created this Earth, and 
that somehow we can serve her by 
shutting off the consumption of en-
ergy, cutting down on greenhouse 
gases, and answering to this question 
of controlling our climate here in the 
United States of America. Meanwhile, 
while China and India and the rest of 
the developing nations are building 
coal fire plants faster than we can shut 
them down here in the United States, 
we can’t solve this problem, if it exists, 
by shutting off the energy and shutting 
down the world’s economy that’s here 
in the United States, this 25 percent 
that we produce. 

That’s what’s wrong. They want a 
higher energy price, they want a slower 
economy. They think somehow that 
can be paid for by the rich in America. 
JOHN PETERSON and STEVE KING know 
it can’t be. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
Could I ask you a question? 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I yield to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. To 
the gentleman from Iowa, do you know 
of any energy bills scheduled for this 
week? 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I do not. 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Do 

you know of any energy bills scheduled 
for next week and the week after, be-
fore we go on the August recess? 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I believe we will 
be going home for the August recess 
having done nothing with energy. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. I 
would have to think, if I was a citizen 
back home knowing just a fraction of 
what I know now, I would be one angry 
citizen. Because this Congress, like the 
14 Congresses in succession, have done 
little to formulate an energy policy for 
America and produce available, afford-
able energy. And it’s doable, it’s some-
thing we can do. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I would ask the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania if he 
would support a policy like this energy 
pie chart that I’ve advocated. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Oh, 
absolutely. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. More energy of all 
kinds. Supply and demand does affect 
the marketplace. If we put more Btus 
on the market, we will have lower price 
energy of all kinds. And we need to 
prioritize the utilization of that en-
ergy, bring the nuclear in to replace 
the gas, let the gas drive our economy, 
the natural gas drive our economy. 
And we can do this and it will be pain-
ful. JOHN PETERSON is exactly right. 

I yield. 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. We 

heat 63 million homes, we heat five 
million small businesses, and a quarter 
of a million industrial companies use 
natural gas in great numbers, and 
they’re all going to get hammered this 
year. Our hospitals and our schools are 
going to pay twice as much as last 
year. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Commonsense so-
lutions delivered here on this floor, Mr. 
Speaker. And I appreciate your atten-
tion to all of this. And I imagine we 
have swayed you considerably as you 
paid attention to the arguments of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania and my-
self. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida 
(at the request of Mr. BOEHNER) for 
July 8 and the balance of the week on 
account of family reasons. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCDERMOTT) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. SKELTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SNYDER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. SHERMAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HINCHEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LOEBSACK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STUPAK, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. POE) to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material:) 

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, July 16. 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5 

minutes, July 16. 
Mr. SHUSTER, for 5 minutes, July 10. 
Mrs. BACHMANN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mr. BROUN of Georgia, for 5 minutes, 

July 10. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Ms. Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the House, 
reported and found truly enrolled bills of the 
House of the following titles, which were 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 802. An act to amend the Act to Pre-
vent Pollution from Ships to implement 
MARPOL Annex VI. 

H.R. 3721. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 1190 Lorena Road in Lorena, Texas, as the 
‘‘Marine Gunnery Sgt. John D. Fry Post Of-
fice Building’’. 

H.R. 3891. An act to amend the National 
Fish and Wildlife Foundation Establishment 
Act to increase the number of Directors on 
the Board of Directors of the National Fish 
and Wildlife Foundation. 

H.R. 4185. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 11151 Valley Boulevard in El Monte, Cali-
fornia, as the ‘‘Marisol Heredia Post Office 
Building’’. 

H.R. 5168. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 19101 Cortez Boulevard in Brooksville, 
Florida, as the ‘‘Cody Grater Post Office 
Building’’. 

H.R. 5395. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 11001 Dunklin Drive in St. Louis, Mis-
souri, as the ‘‘William ‘Bill’ Clay Post Office 
Building’’. 

H.R. 5479. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 117 North Kidd Street in Ionia, Michigan, 
as the ‘‘Alonzo Woodruff Post Office Build-
ing’’. 

H.R. 5517. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 7231 FM 1960 in Humble, Texas, as the 
‘‘Texas Military Veterans Post Office’’. 

H.R. 5528. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 120 Commercial Street in Brockton, Mas-
sachusetts, as the ‘‘Rocky Marciano Post Of-
fice Building’’. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 50 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, July 10, 2008, at 10 
a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

7377. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting an annual 
report entitled, ‘‘Defense Acquisition Chal-
lenge Program: Fiscal Year 2007,’’ pursuant 
to 10 U.S.C. 2359b(j); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

7378. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting letter on the 
approved retirement of General Teed M. 
Moseley, United States Air Force, and his 
advancement to the grade of general on the 
retired list; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

7379. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Under Secretary for Personnel and Readi-
ness, Department of Defense, transmitting 
authorization of the enclosed list of officers 
to wear the insignia of the grade of major 
general in accordance with title 10, United 
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